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ACADEMIC RANK IS INCREASING IN FREQUENCY IN AMERICAN
_ JUNIOR COLLEGES. THE FRIMARY REASON FOR ACOFTION OF RANK IS A
. DESIRE TO ICENTIFY WITH SENIOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
: r. EDUCATION, FOLLOWED BY HOPES OF INCREASING STATUS AND MORALE,
y : OF RELATING SALARY TO TEACHING FROFICIENCY, OF ATTRACTING
' BETTER FACULTY ANC OF FACILITATING ACCEPTANCE OF
PUBLICATIONS. INITIAL FLACEMENT OF FACULTY IN THE RANK SYSTEM
HAS BEEN ICENTIFIED AS ONE OF THE MOST COMMON SOURCES COF
ADMINISTRATIVE ERRORS. IT SHOULD BE BASED ON EVALUATION OF
TRANSCRIPTS, LETTERS OF RECOMMENDATION, ANC FREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE. PROMOTION, WHICH SHOULC BE A REWARD FOR SUFERIOR:
PERFORMANCE, 1S TOO FREQUENTLY A REWARD FOR LONGEVITY.
PROMOTION SHOULD BE BASED ON FERFORMANCE; EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENTS, PROFESSIONAL STUDY AND GROWTH, AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE. A BIBLIOGRAPHY IS INCLUCEC. (WO)
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INTRODUCTION

- Academic rank is enjoying increased populerity edbng American junior
eollegee.‘ That more junior colleges»presently heve‘eeeaemic ;ank than“in
the paet should not surprise the reader, since it is well knewn‘thet hew
junior colleges are being created :;g_quenny, At the same time, adoption
of academic rank is more likely than eliminetlod of such after it has be-

come‘ah established practice. The reel impact is realized when it is noted

thatfvhlle only 19.3% of existing public junior colleges had academic rank
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in 1962, 32% of those existing in 196k had acedemic renk.l Sipce:the‘blse
nummei to which these percentages apply lncreeeed epprecieblyvddring_the
two-year interval, and since new jJunior eelleges are seldam eopetltnted

‘initially with academic renk, it is likely that e much larger percentage
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o : tions two years old or older.

A | Aeademic renk does not enjoy such widespread pOpulerlty in Callfonnla.
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increase would be in evidence had the 196k study been limited to institu-

A possible deterrent to its acceptance in Celifornia might be lack or eor-‘

reletion betueen salary and academ&c rank which is in evidence elsewhere. .

Californie's salery schedules almost universally relete compensation to
‘educational attainments, with appointment or promotion to acade: 8 renk
] serving mainly as a prestige factor“ Thus the California public eduee- o
| ‘tion system offers pecuniary incentives toward produetion of hlghly edu-v,

“cated faculties without provisibn for evaluating or rewarding teeching -

L N L sar il - K1

.lE!E&&w 35 (Decemher-Jenuary, 196h-65), Po 22-.

o 2A survey of sixty-five Junior colleges with ecademic rank 1nd1eeted
that sbout four out of five public junior colleges and about two out of

 dsalery. Ibid., P. 2k,

‘.
-
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lmyae E. Blocker, ‘pcademic Rank in Two-Yeer c:oneges," Junlor Collegg

'three prfvate Junior colleges had a correlation between academic rank and
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feftectiveness.3

COrrelation between teaching errectiveness and salary is found twice
as often in private junior colleges as in public junior colleges. These
private junior colleges encourage teacher proficiency via promotions and/or
salary adjustments for meritorious gervice, This is in vivid contrast o
the public Junior college salary schedule vhich automaticaily avards an |
annual increment to faculty meubers who have rendered merely adequate ser—
,vice for snother year, but fails to recognize outstanding achievenent;h |

What is the result of introducing academic rank into educational in-
stitution? The answer to this question may be divided into two parts:

1) hovyitiaffects the overall personality of the faculty, and 2) how it
affects the commnity of which the school is a part. Hendrix investigated |
the personality ractors of Junior college raculties with and without aca-
denic rank end compared both of these groups with "eminent university |
teachers as a standard. When compared with Junior college facuities with-_
out academic rank, he found that faculties of Junior colleges with academic

rank tended to be more resourceful, independent alert self-sufficient,

and to possess greater general intelligence. At the same time, they tended
to be more Jealous, suspicious, tyrannical, irritable, socially insecure,

and to posscss inner tensions. Additional characteristics included radi-

calism, introversion, emphasis on correct behavior, strong inclinations

'toward expcrimental approaches to problem solving, preoccupation with scien- o
tific and analytical thought processes to the neglect of religion and the |

humanities, less regard for custom and tradition, and less inclination to

T

. 3Some school districts in California revard outstanding teachers with
additional annual salary increments. v . . , o

l‘Blot:l:er,. op. cit., p. 23.
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accept technical, vocational, and occupational curricula. Hendrix noted

also that many of those characteristics are in comman with scientistsﬂ
execuxives, politicians, and criminals, The conaummation of these chan :

racteriatics in a jJunior college raculty with academic rark resulta in a‘ |

faculty which posseases a greater percentage of doctorates (possibly the
.result of a requirement for admission to the higher ranks), more young
,Wdegrces (first degree before the age of 26) less experience, more non- |
ubmembers of scholarly and/or teacher organizetions, fewer tea ef—college

* degrees, more 1arge~city childhoods, more memhers whose fathers vere cf
,_professional, managerial, or technical occupations, and more members who-;

-, have been in their present position five years or less. The 1atter fae- ‘

. ;tor would indicate a higher turnover among faculties with academic rank.
-The exact reesons for this are unknown, but. might be associated either j

! | uith dissatisfaction with the particular Junior college inyolved or<with_c*'

;dlack of commitment. Hendrix contends also that poor interpersonal rela-':
»tionships result in Junior colleges with academic rank, both intrafaculty

reiations and student-faculty relations. This might be a manifestaxion of

| -the afbrementioned Jealousy and inner tension.1 There does seem.to be some
association between the presence of academic rank and a higher leve1 of 5"
'intelligence and mental alertness.5 Tt is of interest to note tram.the ;ii~a
i i-:personality profile test data used by Hendrix, that Junior ccllege facui- o
ties with academic rank were rated as having 1ess-desirab1e characteristics -

3 _p | than their unranked counterparts in eight categories, yet in two of these iek}‘y_~.,m

5Vernon L. Hendrix, "Academic Rank Mbstly Peril?"‘ Junior Colleg S
ﬂburnal, 3l (December-January, 1963-64), p. 293 Vernon L. Hendrix, Academici
) Rank Revisited," Junior College Journal, 35 (February, 1965) p. 261‘e o
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categoried, they scored better than the "emincnt‘nniversity'teechera"‘used'
as a'mod‘el.6 The six remaining categories scored as ”undesirable compame
favorably in number with the six categories scored as ”desirable.v
The effect on the commnity of introduction of academic rank into a
Junior college has not bern gtudied extensively. A possible hindrance to
anch a study might be a lack of knowledge of commnnity opinion prior to in-
| trodnctinn of the academic rank. This opinion might e altered or at least
| colored by the anncmncement of intention to adopt or of actual adOption of
‘_academic rank’ in the local Junior college, which probably wasg the basis for .
‘initiating the study. A recent sampling of public opinion indicated opiniona-;a
iranging from disinterest to the statemen | Rank has raised the educ 5ional
Mlevel of [Junior coilege] faculties in Wyoming.v Public opinion contrary ‘”‘
']nto the adoption of acao°mic rank seems to be virtually non-existent. Even ;
nin California, where the Jnnior college academic rank idea has been slow in
acceptance and adoption, the feeling is that canaitions are raworable for i-:
'adoption of academic rank in the Junior colleges.a Apparently, the populus .\A,H
fnossesses a sense of sharing.in the prestige elevation snpposedly inherent |
in ade;otion of academic rank, Its appeal is also in evidence by such atate-» -
| ments as, “Eatahliehment of'academic rank provides increased status, greatur ;*
| dcommnnity'prestige, and improwement in personal welfare of the teaching |

 stares,"

7John C. Harrington, "Academic Rank in the Community College,“ Junior :
‘ ollege Journal, 35 (March, 965), P 26 ~

aIbid.

: 91os Angeles city Qchools, Plan for Establishment of Academic Rank in
rx:the Colleges in the Los Angeles College District " (February, l96h).- .
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It might be appropriate at this point to ask who instigstcs tne’idca._
adoption of junior college academic rank, The leader in tnis‘morement‘;
appears to be the sdministration. It elone was the source of impetus 32%1'
of the time in & recentvsurvey of fifty-three public Junior colleges. If 1»‘

we include joint efforts with faculty and/or governing‘board, the figure

rises to 62%, Faculty efforts acconnted for 1T% singlyiand 41,5% jointly

with other bodies, Thedgoverning board was involved 21% singly and 32%

‘Jointli; Thelpattern carries over into the thirtypfive private‘junior

colleges with academic rank which were studied, in which the administra-‘

tion involved itself 57.1% of the time alone and 68 6% Jointly. Appar-'

‘ently the administration has "discovered" that academic rank adds prestige,

stimlates and revards professional growth, and thus facilitates recruit- ”

ment and retention.11 ‘However, once academic rank has beenvadopted, then

| presidents of larger schools apparently lose interest,_leaving appoint- |

.ment and promotional procednres to the appropriate dean.

It is desirable o determine the faculty's opinions on the question
of academic rank before attempting to introduce it. This is often done o
by secret ballot. If the majority of the faculty is not in favor, it .

wouldwbe foolhardy for an administrator to force it upon them, Such a f‘

_ determination was made in the Los Angeles Junior College Districts.
,Msaorities of the faculties of six of the seven existing Junior colleges o

,indicated their desire for academic rank No attempt will e made to

introdnce it into the seventh Junior college.

10Blocker, loc. cit.

ietters to the Editor, Junior College Journal, 35 (March, 1965), p. 27,

12Fred B, Millett, Professor, (New York: The McMillen company, 1961),
P»910 ;




0 from instructor, through the intermediary ranks of assistant nrofessor and ‘

o since tenure and promotion to assistant professor frequently come together. :
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Several studies have been conducted to determine why Junior colleges
) adopt academic rank. Most researchers agree that the primary reason fcr
‘adoption in public junior college is a desire to identify or conforn with
their university counterparts.:'-3 Other reasons which were given by pu’clic -

Junior colleges include, in descending order of frequency, to increase ‘

status and morale of faculty, to link salary with teaching proficiency, and ‘»

to attract better faculty: Private Junior colleges most often listed the
,linking of salary with teaching proficiency as their reason for adoption.
TIncreasing status and morale of faculty was second in frequency with three
.reasons tied for thirdzw to conform with university practice, to recognize -
d reward service, and to improve the faculty by motivating graduate study'.,
: ( the latter likely a promotion requirement) It is interesting to note g
that the latter three reasons ranked first sixth and seventh in fre(nxency»"
(among public Junior colleges.lh
The academic ranks most often adopted in Junior colleges conform

| ‘closely to the university system. Thus the full—tiue faculty may be ranked-

Vassociate professor, to full professor. Of these, instructor is ‘the lcwest
_ “rank, finding its use mostly among newly appo:.nted faculty without exten- :

'sive experience. 'I'he instructor rank »may be thought of as a temporary .rank-, |

| ‘?'I'his does not preclude the possibility of higher ranks lacking tcnure o :8ince

initial appointmenss to higher ranks or earlier promotions are conmonplace. .

, 13Blocker, 1oc. ¢it.; Letters to the Ed:.tor, Junior Colleg_ Journal,
u-loc. cit., Los Angeles 8 City Schools, loc. eit. _ o

1"Blocker, _p_. cit., p. 2k,
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‘After a brief apprenticeship as instructor, the ‘successful teacher finds

entry into the higher ranks. The inclusion of the word professor" in his“
h‘title with or without preceding modifiers seems to cast a prestigious aurs o
about the holder. He finds his publications are suddenly more easily ac-
icepted 15 Salary might increase. Msny social barriers novw fall away.
Other a demic ranks which are sometimes used 1nclude 1ecturer (for .i'
~'part—time or temporary teaching personnel), professor emeritous (for re-
vptired professors) visiting professor, and many variations of these. These

are mentioned for information only. Attentionewill now be centered on |

- appointment and promotion criteria as applied to the most commonly used

;academic ranks, namely instructor, assistant professor, associate professor,'
-~ and professor.,, |
APPOINTMENT

o "Most of the mistakes made by department heads and deens are made in

nl6

,.this [initial appointmentl ares of responsibility. The basis of this o

statement can takn tvo-forms 1) newly appointed personnel nay be appointed e

to a higher rank than their experience and proficiency Justify, and 2) newly
'{appointed,personnel may be appointed to a 1ower.rank.than_their experience‘ _..
. and proficiencyujustify. BOthfofvthese resuit fromsan‘improper‘assessment -
of the individusl capabilities.i-Judgments are weighted'hearily up.nvt..n.'-
seript letters of recommendation, resume of previous experience, and

.>» ability to become credentialed. Little effort is expended,to determine if

-”éxtenuating:circumstance?contributedkto poor grades, the nature,ofcthe o

.J.

: lSH. ™, Frieberger and W. H. Crawford "Junior College Academic Rank
and Title,“ Junior College Journal, 33 (October, 1962, p.. 89 |

16,
L. S. Wbodburne, Principler of’ Colle and Universitz Administrarion,..

- (Stanford- Stanford University Press, 1958), p. h .
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_»ischool ewarding the grades, the various standards as apply to varié“Scur_vdb
| gr_ricula. etc. Too often the eppointing official forgets that the applieantitd
_ip,tends to list only those references which will giVe him.a good recommende—_n
- ],tion.f Does the applicantis 1nmmess1ve record of previous tesching experi--vir‘
| ence reflect the qnality of nis teaching? . - S

Mhny Ca fornia school districts spare Junior college officials the

o i‘hnrden (and risk) of this perilous task of evaluation of an applicant'

iqualirications hw assigning this responsihility to a director of personnel. |

L3N

",_curriculum, who furnished the "right" references, who~hss an impressive

'_,qpantity-of academic experience, and who presented an ahove awerage impres- |

"7sion at the interview to report for work with a meager knowledge of subject

';Thus, it is possible for an spplicant who made higb grades in a non-academic o

,s’mstter and a less than awerage teaching sbility.v Thus he plagues. his de-.__,'

“’f’partment head and cheats his students for at least the term of his one-year

- nontract. Mbanwhile the highly capable applicant worked his way through

i'school, while pursuing a rigorois academic curriculum through a college or

| i'gradna.te school known for its higher standards. He 1s rejected on grades |

_lslone. Who is better able to evaluate an applicant's knowiedge of snbject-'}
st ter and teaching shiiity than a department head, himself well versed in
i‘the spplicant's field? Perhaps the un1vers1ty prectice of inviiing an
‘/applicant to present a lecture oh a pertinent subject of his own choice to "
 the facnlty has merit at the Junior college level, Then the depa.rtment
head could make recommendatims to the hiring official with or without
".”counsel of his colleagues.
| 'i How does the hiring official approsch such a problew? The fbllnwing

'ﬁnesticns and Snggestions might serve as guidelines to evaluation:
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1. Transcript evaluation

a. Did the applicant work his way through school?

b. Was his curriculum one of the more rigorous curricula?
Or the converse?

¢. Do the academic standards or the grading policies at
his alma mater seriously restrict or allow a generous 1
number of high high grades?

d; Did the applicant experience accident, illness, death
of a loved one, military service, or trauma durir.g
the grading period which might deleteriously afi'ect
“is grades?

2. Letters of recommendation

a. The references furnished by the applicant will all tend
to be favorable, since he selected them. Are any of
these references well knmown in their field? Are any
known personally by the evaluator?

b: By far, the best and most reliable source of information
about the applicant will be his former employers and/or
teachers. Exploit these sources to the fullest possible
extent: They are more likely to be unbiased.

3. Previous experience

a. Does his experience other than his teaching experience
contribute to his value as a successful teacher? If so,
give him credit for it.

b: Is he a "floater,” spending less than two years at each
of several Jobs, his reasons for changing being other
than military service, additional education, or the like?

¢. What was the quality of his work? The aforementioned let-
ters of reference from previous employers should be exam-
ined carefully for insight into this question. '

4, Evaluation :

a. If the evaluator is not versed in the field of the appli—
cant, the appropriate department head, preferably the one
who is the applicant's potential immediate superior,
should be invited to attend and participate in the inter-

| view. The evaluator should heed comments and recommenda-
B b tions made by the department head suQseqnent to the in-
~ terview., _
b, If at all possible, the applicent should be invited to
- give & presentation on a subject of his choice within
‘his field. The entire departmental faculty should be
invited (plus interested students for the subject content),
- : . Mode and manner of presentation s should be observed care=
; ’ )  fully. Digestability of subject content should be deter-
i B - mined. Subsequently, ccimeni should be invited from
i | faculty members; a recommendation should be formulated
' ' ' by the department head and considered by the hiring
official before a final decision is made.
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Upon completion of evaluation, the question arises to which academic

rank should the applicant be appointed; In junior colleges, this decision
is heavily influenced by previous experience: In the technical and voca-
tional areas, this experience is not necessarily teaching experience; on
the other hand; relnted experience other than teaching in the liberal arts
area seems t~ receive minor consideration: Other factors include the ap-
plicant's edncational attainments (again apparently of lesser importance
in the technical zud vocational area) and the existing criteria of promo-
tion once within the academic ranking system.

Administrators sometime adinit that different criteria must be applied
in different areas of instructione Administrators are seldom‘in agreement
on how different these criteria must be: Junior colleges tend’to follow
“thie ﬁattern set by the uni?ersities, in which lib:ral arts universities
hsve been observed to hebituelly appoint a larger percentage to lower ranks
and fever to higher renks.17 The faculty member in the technicel or voca-
tionelnarea geems to be the favored chiid at the expense_of his liberal
:erts-eounterparta The author finds no argument with allowing relevent out=
side experience to count ih;lieu'of previoﬁs-teeohing experience or higher

degrees invappropriate éreas; Rather, it is proposed that,a;more liberel

eppro'ach be used: Thus if a technicel 'appiicant with a BaSa and eight years

of non-teeching experience is initially appointed assistant professor on the:

| besis of his experience, should.not the physics major with his M.S. and six
yeers of experience also be an assistant professor° Do the years spent in
| 'greduate study with tuition, book-costs, fees, living expenses, and little

- or no income count less than salaried years of experience? No additionel

ety et S A v % b | R b e ¥ X

17H. K. Newburn Faculty Personnel Policies in State Universities,
(Missoula. Mbntana State ﬁhiversity, 1959) p. 10. |
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and giving due recognition through the impartial assignment of status,™

| endorse the recommendation.

proposals or guidelines will be mede at this point. If the previously pro-

posed evaluation guidelines are applied in conjnncticn with the promotions

~'criteria proposals et the end of the next section, equitable decisions

concerning assignment of newly appointed personnel to academic rank may be

derived.

PROMOTION
"Indeed, it is no exaggeration to sey that the most criticel problem

cenfronted in...eny university is the proper evaluation of facuity service,
n18

“Upon vhom must theibnrden cf this critical problem fall? In all Jnnior cOl~

leges, the responsibility is borne by the president although in many cases,
~ the final anthority and decision lies elsewhere.19 As previously steted, ini
larger schools presidents usually take 1ittle interest in pr0ﬁ0vicﬂ proce-
ﬂures. In such cases, the president bases his decision (to promote or to

recommend promotion to the governing board) on recommendations suhmitted uy

v depertment-heeds,2° usuelly through the apnropriatc dean who may or mag'not’

Who better,knows the candidete's capabilities 1

and achievements than the department head wiio has worked with and vieued

Nl

the candidate most elosely in tbe academic environment? Fsilure to promote'

18Logan Wilson, The Academic Msn, (New York: Oxford University Press,‘
19h2), P 2, | | | | .

190: twenty—five surveyed public junior colleges, in twelve cases the o

hoard of control was the final authority, acting upon recommendations of the |
president. A Joint faculty—administration committee operated in the other

' thirteen, Of twenty private Junior colleges surveyed, the president vag the

final euthority in nineteen with only one facultyhadministration committee.,

' Blocker, op. cit.

| 2°Millett, loc. cit. |
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a candidate on the recommendation of his department head indicates a Jack
of confidence in that department head.21 A five-member faculty committee
on promotion has been suggested by one author, such to be elected hw secret
ballot of the faculty every three years.22 Without further;designation of
membership, it is easily imagined how such & committee could be dominated
by larger departments, while small departments would find scant repreSenta~
tion. B

Why promote? Few will argue with the premise that promotion‘should be
a rewvard for superior performance, yet too often it is used as a reward for

longevity.» Mere length of mediocre but adequate service does not nmke one |

" deserving ofvpromotiona Even in schools with no salary schedule of‘set

annual increments, the idea of an annual increase in salary is ingrained;f

‘In schools vhere salary ranges for the various academic renks do not over-

'lap, it is necessary to promote a teacher merely to give him his expected .

annual increase in salary Thus, salary levels exert some control of pro-
motion dates. Many promotions have their source in outside offers to fac-
ulty members. It has been the practice in some areas for some faculty
‘members to seek such offers without intention or desire to leave their pres—»

ent position, but merely to obtain promotions The resulting promotion may

c'take the form.of rank, salary, or both. Capable, deserving faculty meﬁbers
' 2

without outside offers may get nothinga 3 If a faculty member dnes not ,
deserve promotion without such an offer, does he suddenly become mr*e deserv- o

| ing’upon receiving the offer? Perhaps it would be to the advantage of all

DS

‘,zlwoodburne, op. cit., p. 79.
A;22Frieberger, op. citi
.23New'burn, op. cit., pps 31-32.
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yparties concerned if the candidate were’allowed to accept the offer.

What must a faculty member do to be promoted? Quite often persons least
. knowledgeable in this area are the faculty members themselves;“"in answer to
a qnestionnaire, "Have you been given a clear definition of that you should
| do,'in‘schblarly work and teaching, in order to merit promotioné," twenty- |
one teachers answered yes, while one-hundred and sixteen answered no.ah
Qualifications for promotion to each rank should be available in clear aritten
form to both administration and faculty.25 ' ,4

Teaching effectiveness rates first in importance as criteria for promo-"
tion in Junior college.26 In spite of this, teaching effectiveness ranked | |
“second to profe351ona1 growth in freqnency of response to a qnestionnaire .
on criteria for pzomotion in Junior colleges.w Productive scholarship rated
) very high,in freqnency of occurrence as criteria for junior college promo- |
tion. Surprisingly, 32% of public Junior colleges surveyed reqnired research
-andvpublication as prereqnisite for promotion.27 In most Junior colleges, |
scholsstic productrv;ty or reputation in,field of specialty is of secondary
»interest, while personal qnalities are given greater weight as promotion
criteria.28 Professional competency, activity in professional or scholarly

organizations, institutional service, and commnnity service are cited With '

increasing freqnency as valid criteria for promotion. _f’?.

2hWilson, op. cit.,‘p.‘62;
25Woodburne, ;2, cit., p. 52.

; 26M‘illett op. cit., P. 92 L. S. Woodburne, icnltz Personnel Policies
~ in Higher Educatlon, “(New York: Harper & Brothors, 1950) . p. 20, _Wilson,

7', . ‘m“-é.ﬁ.’ p.lOlq

27Blocker 1oc. cit.

. 2°wilson, _2. cit., PP, 92-93.




’“-i.hisscholarly participation iu learned societies, and his publications.

o

Woodburne states four criteria of merit for promotion-"IeffectiVe"teacha'r'
ing, scholarship, contributions to profession, and committee ‘and administra~
tive work. He did not comment on the relative weight each should be given,
but did suggest a means to evaluate each area. Since the 1atter two are of '
secondary importance to the junior college 1evel, and since their evaluation
is self-evident, attention will be directed toward the first tvo. Teaching
‘effectiveness may be evaluated via student opinion polls, followaup studies '
of student performance in subsequent related courses, alumni opinions, and o
Judgment of colleagues.29 »The latter is difficult to ascertain obJectively. "f.""
- since it is not customary for faculty members to visit other classes. When "f" f""ff;
it occurs as & part of evaluation, the teacher is less likely to be himselfi |
His self-consciousness coupled with his successful or unsuccessful attempt "
'to "put his hest foot forward" is hardly likely to give a true picture of S

“his teaching effectivenesss Perhaps if this practice Were more widespread

vas a recognized and expected occurrence, 1t would find greater utility in iv
*,the evaluation process. " | L | | ‘»

| Scholarship may be evaluated by examining the character of the teacher s s
kadvanced degrees, evidence of his continual education since his last degree, L'ﬁ"nl?rf
0
Time—in-rank finds widespread acceptance as a criterion for promotion o
1fuin‘spite of strong condemnation by authorities of educational personnel :

'»policy. Is it fair to relegate the progress of a man's development to the

calendar? "Advancement should be in response to attainment of qualifications ‘],:

| 29woodburne Faculty Personnel Policies in Higher Education, _pu cit.,
: Plh 2"335‘ o , . 4

3°Woodburne, Principles of Co ege and and Universitx Administration, Op. o
Cit" Pe 69" L ; | L -




rather than to length of service.",31 Recognizing this, Secretary of Defense,
Robert S. McNamara, announced this month his intent to change military pro=
motion policy relating to the time-in-rank requirement. Apparently, he
'agreed;that the time-in-rank requirement stifles real opportunities for abler,
_younger men32 and~that all would henefit from a system of promotion rlexible |
ernough to incorporate criteria other than longevity of service.33 ‘"Quality

- of performanc. does not march by years, and to enevate time-serving into a
mador policy is an admission of a lack of courage to make dLscriminating
decisions "3h | | ) | B .
Systems without time-in-rank requirements sometimes hint of unwritten |
| requirements when mention is made of the "normal“ term.of an 1nstructor, '
assistant professor, etc. This varies from 2-7 years for 1nstructor,35, L

",6—7 years as an assistant professor, 5-6 years as an associate professor.

Some schools require a certain number of years of prev1ous college teaching

- aexperience 1n lieu of time-in-rank, but some make this an additional require-‘

' ment. Some schools appoint all new faculty members as instructors and promo- g
”tion and tenure come together at the end of three years if rwappointed. Mauy
| ‘admanistrators reserve the right te appoint at any 1evel regardless of the
.‘candidate s ability to meet established criteria, tenure being withheld usuni
ally for at ;east‘three yearsf Once appointed, the faculty member is there~ -

'_y‘after subject;to the,estahlished criteria,' If years of teaching‘experience

31woodhurne, rinciples of Collegg.and.Universitx.Administration, _2,
{Cito, pa 700 o ‘ Lo . :

32Wbodhurne, Facultz Personnel POllCleS in Higher Education, gp, cit.,
p. bO. | |

Bretters to the Editor, Junior Colleg__Journai, loc, cit.

31‘Wooclhurne, Faculty Personnel Polic:.es in Higher Education, op. cit.,
- Pe 39,

5Instructors reaching the upper limit of this range are usually in the

up-or-out category, that is, if they are not promoted, ‘they are not. reappointed"b o

Ldkely, ‘tenure has been W1thheld.
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ia not a criterion, but time-in-rank is. inagine a aituation in vhich two

instructors with easentially the same gnalihcaticns are employed, one with “ |

tvo years of teaching experien"e at his preeent place of enployment, the
other vith two years or teaching experience elsevhere. 'lne i’irnt vilJ. be “
eligible for promotion in one year; the other wil.l. eligible only nﬁ:er

It is nc the intent of this author to meke proposals c‘oncerning the |

: atructure with'in which academic' rank criteria are ap'plie‘d.'l For exmple;

whe"‘her or not academic rank is correlated with salary seems imaterial. B
Merit can m seen in eitner case. Thus no proposal is made in this regard.’

It is the intent. to make generalized proposals vhich will i’it into any exist-

| ing atructure wi ‘n minimu._ modification.  The criteria proposed s_hould_ be
‘applied equally to all faculty, regsrcuess?of area of specialization.' Itv |

| is not the intent to victimize s.ny segment by increasing stringency oi’ re- o

qnirementa, but rather to benefit all concerned via a liberalization of

'requirements in some areas. Specific criterie. will 'oe proposed :ror each

~rank in one area' general comments will be made in other areas, the regaired

1eve1 of attainment for each rank being leﬁ'. to the discretion or tha offi-

‘cial recomnending promotion.

The criteria for promotion in a ,junior colleg;e having acadenic rank

B should be Erformance, educational attainments, proressional st 5 and -
g;____, and w service. It is not expected that the candidate should

- excel in al‘.!. areas~ outstanding achi evement in one or more with at least

superior achievement in not less than two or the other areas should q_nality

one for promotion. In no case, should performsnce be the criteria neglected.

Time-in-rank as a criterion is notably absent for reasona already given.'

Such & requirement would sti’fle the development of capalgle .facult.v membera |




. 'whose potentiel s.llows a fester rste of development then then the usuel tine- |

| in-renk requirement permits. It is assumed that totel relsted pwevious ex- o

= ‘perience, whether in teeching or not, is considered when the individusl'

'selery is determined, whether on a sels.ry schedule or within a rsnge este‘o— |

| :lished by' e. merit system., Thus, suitably compenseted, such considerstions

| need not epply to scedemic rank qua.lificetions. ‘ It seems inmaterial whether —

a csndidete's "reining end experience eccrued from a .)o'b or a school. N Since

;all Jun:lor college fsculty memhers are assuned to ha.ve et leest a bechelor'

. 'degree, it is therefore proposed that one year oi’ experience 'ne 1owed 'e‘"

| .-every 30 aer.-.ester hours (1-'5 querter hours) oi‘ successful rela.ted snd applics.- |

‘ hle gre.duete study et en eccredited institution, regsrdless oi‘ when earned

S _srter receiving the bechelor's degree. Thus, a i'aeulty member msy receive :

- 'e double annuel sslery incresse ir he atteins his 30th hour of grs.duete

g study during the preceding yeer. Ii' a higher degree is awerded, it ne.y he.we B

| “rnnificetions in a.cedemie renking as propo.,ed leter. Lo
As previmsly sts.ted, pgrformence is of first importance in promoticn.
| This uy ’oe broken down into the two insepareble components, knowledge oi' e
fsubJect netter end teaching ebility, plus the non-teaching aetivities. Eval- B
uation procedu:.-es heve elreedy been outlined. The depertment head is the -, | -
v‘ ! jorficisl in the hest position to ad.judge a feculty mem‘ber and meke suitehle .
: recomendetions. : The individual's enthusissm and ability to. inspire students :

o are difficult to assess i‘rom higher up without the dsy-to-dey contaet exper-

o ] ienced et e 1ower level. Non-teaching actiwities such es willingness to

. ,psrticipete in depertmentel affeirs, serve on’ committees, sponsor clubs, ete.' ]
| Edueetionel atteinnent reqnirements i'or es.eh rsnk ere specifically

i proposed, since Junior college requirements would differ greatly from four- o
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| niyear college or university'requirements. Provision,is made rnr entry intc
the louer three ranks without necessitating acquirement of a higher degree
"Hours stated are semester hours from accredited institutions in rield of Vdsy*fo”
| 'nspecialization, or related fields including education.. One hundred fiftye"dﬁ'
vn»per cent (150%) of the stated number in quarter hours would be requiredsjlfe

| 'All requirements stated are minimum requirements.'

| Ins‘ructor o ' B.A. or B.S.kf’“a- . »
, Assistant Professor Bacheicr's plus 30 hours or
: . M.Ao or Mobo L v
mAssociate Professor Bachelor's plus 75 nours or
: master's plus 30 hours or’;

R | - doctorate |
- Professor Master's plus-60 hours or
o g R doctorate.‘-
Professional st g and 55 is of secondary importance in the Juniortji‘

c*college when compared to the former two criteria. Such is not the case at the'
'e'fcur-year college or university. Indications of attainment of this require-:jif
) ment may be in evidence in the form of participation in seminars and confer- e"'

f,ences, granns, consultantships, professional society memberships and activities,

. ,publications, and aaiitional study.

7: C itx erv1ce, again of secondary'importance, may be in evidence in )

' the form of civic club membership and participation community and cnaritable

fund raising, 1oca1 political activity. etc.




surmx AND soncwsxons .

,» 1 Academic rank is experiencing increasing consideration end accept-ij‘
~,ance in both public and private Junior colleges. A.doption of academic rank o

“ﬁis instigated by uhe administration more often than any other group. Pos-

T-isibly, this is an effort to produce a faculty which is more resonrceful,
t more mentally lert, more self-sufficient and independent, and of higher
'cgeneral intelligence, such characteristics having been found to be descript-:
. ’ive of faculties w1th academic rank. | |
| 'J72; The appointive area of administration is a perilous area for deans
.and department.heads responsible for recommending appointments, since it is
,purported that most mistakes made by them are made in this area. This is
| inot surprising, since evaluations based on grades, biased recommendations,i
fiand a single best-foot-forward type 1nterview are bound to involve a large-"
;extent of guesswork.' A procedure for Obtaining a more accurate evaluationd,«‘
i is proposed.,, ; | | o |
| 3 Promotion within a system of academic rank is usually based on
‘",_teaching proficiency, professional grovth, time-in-rank and/or extent of
yprevious experience, publications, 1nst1tutiona1 and!or community service,\-'
and pcrsonality characteristics.‘ The weight of consideration given each
| ‘criterion varies with ‘the type of school and its objectives. Usually, the"
.promotion candidate is not expected to excel in all areas, ir he is out-
"standing in at least one ares and above average in two or more of the
remaining areas, he 1s eligible for-promotion.‘ Level of expected attainment
varies according to academic rank for which the candidate is being considered._
i Criteria,are proposed which specifically exclude time-in—rank or previous ex—'

voperience as a requirement for promotion. The weight of consideration_to be

‘given each criterion is suggested.
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